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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 11-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
either Rabie et al or Pevzner et al (both newly cited). Rabie et al and Pevzner et al both 
disclose granulators including a distribution plate, sprayers and atomizers. (See the 
Drawing and col. 1 , line 59 to col. 2, line 60 of Rabie et al, and col. 3, line 56 to col. 4, 
line 26 of Pevzner et al.) The sprayers of Rabie et al and Pevzner et al would be 
capable of spraying a urea melt, and the atomizers of Rabie et al and Pevzner et al 
would be capable of introducing atomized water droplets into the fluidization gas. The 
difference between the granulators of Rabie et al and Pevzner et al, and that recited in 
claims 11-13, is that Rabie et al and Pevzner et al do not disclose that the sprayers 
should be mounted in the distribution plate in the apparatus of either Rabie et al or 
Pevzner et al. It would be obvious to mount the sprayers in the distribution plate in the 
apparatus of either Rabie et al or Pevzner et al, since it would be within the skill of one 
of ordinary skill in the art to determine a suitable location for the sprayers, so long as the 
sprayers remained capable of spraying the solution into the fluidized bed. 

Claims 11-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
either Nack or Denaeyer et al (both newly cited). Nack and Denaeyer et al both 
disclose granulators including a distribution plate, sprayers and atomizers. (See the 
Figure and col. 4, line 24 to col. 7, line 17 of Nack, and Fig. 1 and col. 3, lines 25-54 of 
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Denaeyer et al.) Regarding claims 14 and 15, Nack discloses at col. 5, lines 40-55 that 
water may be employed as the liquid to be sprayed into the fluidized bed, and Denaeyer 
et al disclose at col. 3, lines 25-34 that an aqueous medium should be sprayed into the 
fluidized bed. It would be obvious to employ water as such aqeous medium. The 
difference between the granulators of Nack and Denaeyer et al , and that recited in 
claims 11-15, is that Nack and Denaeyer et al do not disclose that the sprayers should 
be mounted in the distribution plate in the apparatus of either Nack or Denaeyer et al. It 
would be obvious to mount the sprayers in the distribution plate in the apparatus of 
either Nack or Denaeyer et al, since it would be within the skill of one of ordinary skill in 
the art to determine a suitable location for the sprayers, so long as the sprayers 
remained capable of spraying the solution into the fluidized bed. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-10, 12, 14 and 1 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. In claim 1 , it is indefinite as to whether 
the claim requires that a fluid bed of urea particles be formed above a distribution plate 
in the granulator, since this limitation is in a "thereby" clause. The phrase "to thereby" 
should be changed to - - so as to - - in claim 1, line 4 to avoid this rejection. In claim 
14, it is indefinite as to whether the claim requires that water droplets be introduced into 
the fluidization air, since this limitation is in a "thereby" clause. The phrase "and thereby" 
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should be changed to - - so as to - - in claim 14, lines 6 and 7 to avoid this rejection. In 
claim 12 "at least one of... and" is improper Markush terminology. 

The other references are made of record for disclosing various fluid bed 
granulators. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wayne Langel whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1353. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8 am - 3:30 
pm Eastern Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stanley Silverman can be reached on 571-272-1358. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Wayne Langel/ 
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